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Introduction
“To invite people to dine with us is to make ourselves responsible for their well-being for as long
as they are under our roofs.”

— Jean Anthelme Brillat-Savarin (1994, p. 16)

Positive psychology suggests that strong social bonds promote well-being. Other
research suggests that commensal eating promotes strong social bonds. Therefore, one might
expect that commensal eating should enhance well-being. The workplace is a particularly
interesting area to investigate whether bond-building through shared meals can enhance wellbeing. The workplace environment offers the opportunity to observe the relationships between
people who may or may not know each other on a personal level yet spend a large portion of
their waking hours together. Further, the problem of employee burnout has intensified since the
COVID-19 pandemic, with few solutions readily available that are easy to implement. The
shared meal intervention presents a strategy for potentially addressing both the burnout problem
and a way to increase human flourishing. I will describe some of the relevant research in positive
psychology and commensality and then describe a study examining the perceived effects of
commensal eating in the workplace.
All across the globe, since time immemorial, the most common ritual among humans has
been the shared meal. Sharing food has shaped human society and influenced the evolution of
hominids (Jones, 2007; Lancaster & Lancaster, 1983). Our hunter-gatherer predecessors were
more successful when they worked together and felt more secure when they cooked and ate their
food together (Sutton, 2001). To this day, communal meals are still common and favored in most
cultures (Rozin, 2005) over solitary eating, which is seen as a sign of isolation and loneliness and
may not even be considered a meal at all (Pliner & Bell, 2009).
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In today’s busy world, mealtimes have become more about convenience and nutritional
components than connection. We have broken food into its elements, but few people sit down to
gulp down vitamins and nutrients. Historically, people have meals for more than the purely
physical satiation of caloric intake. Humans seek emotional and psychological nourishment
beyond the physical response to hunger (Simmel, 1997).
Between work, traffic and other life activities, sharing a meal seems like an impossible
task. On the flip side, loneliness, depression, burnout and other mental health issues are on the
rise, especially during and since the COVID-19 pandemic (Nutley et al., 2021). Humans are
plugged in but completely disconnected. That said, physical and emotional well-being should be
the most important consideration in life. One possible means of achieving a positive balance is to
share meals with others – to eat commensally.
Positive psychology shows that to flourish, humans need relationships that provide joy
and comfort, support through challenging times, prevent loneliness and pain, and help us relate
to the world around us. If sharing a meal can build bonds and relationships, which then enhance
overall well-being, perhaps shared meals are a positive intervention that can help humanity build
community, strengthen society, and increase human flourishing.
As humans, we assume that sharing a meal, or breaking bread, brings people closer
together, enhances communion and builds community. The topic of what we eat has played a
very prevalent role in academia and research, whereas how we eat (and with whom) has taken a
back seat. Shared meals have barely been studied for their impact on relationship-building.
Thus, once again, I am proposing a causal chain – shared meals build strong social bonds,
and such bonds lead to well-being.
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Positive Psychology
Overview of Positive Psychology
“Fish gotta swim, birds gotta fly, humans gotta relate/connect.”
– Jonathan Haidt (personal communication, December 3, 2021)

Positive psychology is the scientific, evidence-based, data-driven study of human
flourishing. Humanity has debated what constitutes the good life for centuries. Philosophical,
religious and cultural traditions suggest ways to increase and enhance happiness.
There are two broad perspectives for a life well lived. The hedonic approach focuses on
attaining pleasure and avoiding pain (Kahneman et al., 1999). The eudaimonic orientation to
happiness, which is the keystone to Aristotle’s idea of the good life, centers on meaning and selfactualization as the way to achieve fulfillment (Ryan & Deci, 2001). Aristotle believed that the
function of human beings is activity of the soul – being happy (not just feeling happy) as the
highest achievable good (Melchert, 2002). Eudaimonia, Aristotle’s word for happiness, virtue,
morality and a meaningful life, is not a state of mind, but the active pursuit of a long-term state
of being. In order to develop happiness, he claimed, humans must practice virtuous behaviors
over time and choose a disciplined approach to life (Melchert, 2002). Fortunately, virtues are not
innate – they can be learned by practicing a behavior and making it habitual. Therefore, the lived
experience becomes our frame of reference and, ultimately, we strive to be good. We must work
hard, day-in and day-out, in order to achieve a fulfilled and meaningful life. Habitual, good
action is the way to achieve happiness (Melchert, 2002).
Until the late 1990’s, psychology focused more on basic processes, human deficits,
pathologies and negative factors, without serious consideration for how to enable human well-
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being. As researchers in the subjects of depression and anxiety, Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi
(2000) found the field of psychology to be myopic and imbalanced. Using their research
programs as a counterbalance to their narrowly focused field, they revived the Aristotelian ideal
and created positive psychology as a scientific way to study the practices that enable people to
cultivate the good life. If traditional psychology uses methods to reduce pathologies and ill-being
in patients, positive psychology offers strategies that prevent mental health issues and foster
wellbeing. Widely seen as the father of positive psychology, Seligman, as president of the
American Psychological Association, decided to move away from the disease model (identifying
and treating mental ills) and introduced positive psychology as the way to focus on what makes
us well (Seligman, 2011).
To protect against mental disorders, positive psychology centers on building capacities
instead of fixing problems. The field focuses on character strengths, virtues and other influences
– such as optimism, courage, purpose, hope and resilience – that help humans achieve a sense of
meaning and fulfillment (Lyubomirsky, 2007). The field has asserted that six core positive traits
– courage, justice, humanity, temperance, transcendence, and wisdom – exist in each person,
which are further expanded into 24 character strengths. Every human possesses these character
strengths to a certain degree and using these assets on a daily basis has been shown to increase
well-being (Niemiec & McGrath, 2019).
Since its founding in 1999, positive psychology has evolved from the study of happiness
to the science of what makes humans and communities function optimally (Seligman, 2011).
Positive psychologists study “what goes right in life” rather than focusing on pathologies and
mental dysfunction (Peterson, 2012; Seligman, 2011). These ingredients include happiness, well-
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being, meaning, satisfaction, positive emotions, optimism, strengths, and positive relationships
(Peterson, 2006; 2012).

Positive Psychology Interventions (PPIs)
Positive interventions are the main tool used to advance well-being in positive
psychology (Seligman, 2011). PPIs are scientifically tested strategies or activities used to
increase well-being and ward off the negative by arming individuals with the skills to get
through challenging times (Lyubomirsky, 2007). They are mechanisms that address a positive
psychological construct, such as positive emotions, meaning or relationships.

Social relationships are fundamental to well-being
Human beings are social animals who rely on collaboration and cooperation in order to
survive and flourish. People also feel good when they are able to share their experiences with
others. The need to belong is a profoundly rooted psychological impulse (Baumeister & Leary,
1995) that may be the reason we so deeply yearn for high quality relationships. Throughout
human evolution, intense intergroup competition was the norm. Groups that cooperated and
unified were often more successful and victorious than groups consisting of uncommitted
members (Berreby, 2005). Therefore, humans evolved to be tribal, and tribalism is natural to all
people (Clark et al., 2019).
Social relationships are the connections that exist among individuals or groups of kin,
coworkers, friends and neighbors who have recurring interactions that are perceived as
meaningful (Kalish & Robins, 2006). Diener and Seligman (2002) link subjective well-being –
how people perceive, experience and assess their lives – and social relationships. Happier people
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tend to have stronger social relationships (Diener & Seligman, 2002) and those connections may
impact individuals’ well-being by supplying love, affection, and support (Bloomberg et al.,
1994). Socially isolated and lonely people are mentally and physically less healthy and are more
likely to die (Cacioppo et al., 2011).
Although individuals may create well-being in and for themselves, they cannot thrive
without close relationships and community groups. Viewed through the lens of Seligman’s
(2011) PERMA (positive emotion, engagement, relationships, meaning, and achievement)
framework for well-being, friendship, kinship, support, and coordination are essential to wellbeing. Peterson (2006) summarized positive psychology in three words: “other people matter.” A
flourishing life requires positive relationships.
Philosophers and writers have long agreed that we need close social ties to thrive.
Aristotle proclaimed, “Man is by nature a social animal” (2020, p. 4). John Donne famously
quipped, “No man is an island” (2012, p. 108). Anglican preacher, Henry Melvill stated, “Ye
cannot live for yourselves; a thousand fibres connect you with your fellow-men” (1854, p. 226).
Human evolution relies heavily on prosocial behavior (Jaeggi & Gurven, 2013).
Research shows that social bonds are an innate need, beyond standard physiologic needs,
important for healthy development (Peterson, 2006). Attachment theory emphasizes the feelings
that bind us together – a child’s positive relationship with a caring and expressive adult is an
essential source of emotional well-being and satisfaction with life (Haidt, 2006). The way
children relate to their caregivers predicts how they behave in their adult relationships as well
(Peterson, 2006). Strong, positive social connections increase physical health and overall
wellness (Gable & Gosnell, 2011). People with close friendships recover faster from illness and
trauma (Umberson & Karas Montez, 2010), have a lower rate of dementia (Cacioppo et al.,
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2011), and even live longer (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010). Healthy individuals rely on others
throughout their lives to change and develop their strengths and capabilities and even to mend
weakness and vulnerability (Cozolino, 2006). They also give support to others.
Positive dyadic relationships are essential to our well-being. These interactions between
two people – such as a parent and child, husband and wife, or close friends – provide the support
that can reduce stress (Haidt, 2006). The more intimate the connection, the stronger the influence
it has on well-being (Fowler & Christakis, 2008). Friendships impact one’s health, wellness,
wellbeing and happiness (Fowler & Christakis, 2008; Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010; Holtzman et al.,
2004). A range of activities qualify as social support, from offers of help or advice to expressions
of affection. When we share good news within our dyadic relationships and receive an engaged
and expressive response, we can capitalize on the positive experience and enhance our overall
well-being (Gable & Gosnell, 2011). Furthermore, positivity can be contagious and infect close
relations with the joy one shares, which in turn strengthens the connection between the two
(Fredrickson, 2009).
Beyond dyadic relationships, research shows that people who belong to a group, team, or
community are happier, more resilient, more optimistic, have fewer health problems and less
stress, and live longer than those who do not (Prilleltensky & Prilleltensky, 2021). A community
gives individuals the chance to connect through shared values and beliefs, build trust and unity
and interact with like-minded people. Humans are tribal by nature, so they seek a place within a
group to feel connected, safe, appreciated, understood, and acknowledged (Smith, 2017).
Relationships provide meaning and even boost happiness (Gable & Gosnell, 2011). They are a
source of intimacy and closeness, relieve stress, and provide accountability to help achieve
improved health and fitness (Tay et al., 2012). Ultimately, our happiness can hinge on the joy of
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those around us. Positive behaviors related to health and happiness can catch on quickly from
person to person within a given community – being happy is literally a social event (Fowler &
Christakis, 2008).
Without social connection, people experience loneliness and isolation. These are the
enemies of interpersonal well-being, and people feel social pain – from exclusion,
marginalization and ostracism – in the same area of the brain as physical pain (Prilleltensky &
Prilleltensky, 2021). On the flip side, loneliness is a great risk factor to wellness – it causes
health to deteriorate, depression to rise and even premature death (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010).
Without a social network of support, people would struggle to survive times of hardship. In fact,
our ancestors relied on their communities to find food, fight off predators and stay alive (Pinker,
2014). Human’s tribal nature was necessary to evolution and primary to survival. Although the
pack is not essential in the same way today, the impact on human behavior remains strong
(Haidt, 2006). People need other people to thrive. When people feel alienated, they lose meaning
and value in their lives which severely decreases their well-being (Prilleltensky, 2020).
Humans are social beings who need positive relationships to flourish. We need both
close, intimate bonds and communities to which we belong. Even the happiest person cannot
attain complete well-being without the company of others. And in the face of loneliness, our
well-being is compromised. To achieve a life of flourishing, people must do so in the company
of others who can give them support, whom they can support in turn, enhance their positive
feelings, improve their health, and share the ins and outs of life. The relationships humans
nurture are critical to their well-being.
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Commensality
What is Commensality?
Commensality is the scientific term for eating together (Jönsson et al., 2021).
Etymologically, the word is quite vague. In Latin, the prefix com- refers to something that is
shared between two or more people. Does commensality, therefore, mean eating at the same
table (mensa)? Or does it refer to what is on the table (mensalis)? Another option is that
commensality is derived from the word commensalia, referring to the shared costs of the meal,
rather than the meal itself. Therefore, there are various types of commensality – co-eating
(dining at the same table but eating different dishes), sharing plates (for example, eating directly
from the same pot), co-eating the same food (diners taking food from a common dish to their
individual dishes and eating from their own plate) and sharing food (e.g., taking bites from the
same sandwich). Also, we could consider the sharing of a snack between two people as
commensality. The occasion could involve any form of shared eating from ordinary family meals
to formal dinners to festive ritual gatherings (Sobal & Nelson, 2003). For our purposes,
commensality is defined as the act of eating a meal with other people (Fischler, 2011; Sobal,
2000; Sobal & Nelson, 2003).
Of note is commensality’s pleasant configuration called conviviality – the term that
describes sociable and enjoyable meals with friends or kin. Brillat-Savarin (1994) describes
conviviality as different people coming together over a wonderful long meal replete with
engrossing conversations. Conviviality is a subset of commensality and is certainly worth
studying, but is it always necessary for meals to be pleasant in order to gain well-being benefits?
Commensality is widely seen as a way to strengthen bonds among members of a group,
whether they are part of a family, friends, co-workers or strangers (Miller et al., 1998). For the
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most part, studies on commensality have focused on the private sphere of the home, with most
work done on the family meal (Sobal et al., 2009; Sobal & Nelson, 2003). Eating outside the
home, whether at school, work, a restaurant, a nursing home or any other location, is also
important in many people’s lives. Institutional commensality, however, has been neglected so far
in the research (Grignon, 2001), except for a study done by Kniffin and colleagues (2015) on
commensality among firefighters in the workplace.

How the social sciences view commensality
“Persons who in no way share any special interest can get together at the common meal…there
lies the immeasurable sociological significance of the meal.” – Georg Simmel (1997, p. 130)

The social sciences have long considered commensality as a fundamental aspect of
human life. Eating together is a universal practice across all human beings – it is a defining
feature of our species (Fischler, 1988; 2011; Jones, 2007; Wrangham, 2013). From anthropology
to sociology to religion and literature, breaking bread has a long-standing tradition as a way to
commune, connect and bond with other people. The non-scientific community asserts that
commensality clearly defines the bonds that unify or separate disparate social groups.
Some anthropologists posit that meal sharing is the activity that elevated humans from
beasts to social beings (Jones, 2007). Since the earliest humans, people have collaborated to
hunt, gather, and distribute diverse foods that ensured the consumption of the necessary vitamins
and nutrients they needed as omnivores (Kaplan et al., 1985). Eating of big game almost forced
sharing of food , especially before the advent of refrigeration. The discovery of the remains of
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food around ancient fireplaces demonstrates that humans have shared meals for at least 800,000
years (Goren-Inbar et al., 2004).
Sociologists and anthropologists have long seen commensality as a method of forging
identities (Fischler, 1988; Smith & Segal, 2017), defining culture ((Douglas, 1972; Levi-Strauss,
1979), experiencing nurture (Sobal & Nelson, 2003), linking the person to a collective (Simmel,
1997) and building connections (Fischler, 2011; Grignon, 2001; Sobal & Nelson, 2003). Central
to human culture, commensality is – by definition – an inherently social activity (Fischler, 2011)
that taps into both the physical need to survive (Fischler, 2011; Rozin, 2005) and the
psychological need to connect with others (Fischler, 2011). When commensal partners dine
together, they may ingest the same foods, giving them something in common (Bloch, 1999).
Perhaps this is the reason humans associate commensality with bonding?
Sharing food carries multiple cultural, social, psychological, and symbolic meanings,
forges identities, and helps people connect to others (Douglas, 1972; Fischler, 1988; Grignon,
2001). Mintz and Du Bois (2002) argue that food enables people to express “who and what they
are, to themselves and to others.” Dunbar (2017) finds that there is “a clear causal pathway in
which eating social dinners both correlates with clique size and increases life satisfaction, and
that enhanced satisfaction in turn increases one’s happiness, trust in others and sense that life is
worthwhile” (p. 205).
The word companion literally translates as one who breaks bread with another from the
Latin com- ‘together with’ + panis ‘bread/food’ (Merriam-webster, 2004). For Simmel (1997),
the sharing of a meal transforms a person’s selfish act of eating into a collective social
experience. Mauss (1966) sums up commensality in three words as a “total social fact” (p. 1) –
meaning it represents all aspects of society and is at once familial, political, religious, economic,
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legal, moral, and aesthetic. In fact, Bourdieu (1985) asserts that commensality creates and
reinforces social relations. The implication is that knowing another person means being close to
them. Fischler (2011) agrees, asserting that creation of social bonding and a sense of belonging
are the most prevalent and significant functions of commensality. Meals are a form of
communication. The habitual interactions people have while dining together allow them to
understand and read each other through body language, facial expression, and conversation
(Bourdieu & Nice, 1985; Douglas, 1972), therefore, building their bonds.

The humanities and commensality
“There is no dish so sweet to me, and no sauce so appetizing, as the pleasure derived from good
company” – Michel de Montaigne (1962, cited in Fischler, 2011, p. 531)

Within most of the various world religions, the shared meal has played a starring role as a
symbol of relatedness and closeness, as well as a way to define the in-group. According to
Merriam-Webster (2004), the word religion comes from the Latin religare, meaning to bind.
Naturally, each religion has found rituals and practices to unify their worshippers. Not
insignificantly, food sharing is fundamental across most of the world’s theologies.
In biblical times, shared meals cultivated relationships and served as a venue for
communication. Jesus Christ’s teaching became cemented at the Last Supper. The table was set
so that all ate in common – one could not differentiate social hierarchy, race, class or economic
standing (Sutton, 2001). To this day, Christians take the Eucharist in Holy Communion to
remember Christ and his teachings, and to bond over a shared eating experience (Sutton, 2001).
Medieval Shi’a Muslim leader, Ja’far al-Sadiq, described how sharing food and drink can
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lengthen one’s life when he wrote, “When you sit at the table with others, sit long, for it is a time
that is not counted against you as part of your lives” (Waines, 2011, p. 198). In the view of most
scholars, Judaism’s laws of Kashrut have nothing to do with health, but rather with how the
Jewish people define themselves and set themselves apart from all the other nations (Greenfield
& Bouchnick, 2011). Tibetan Buddhists use food sharing and meal rituals to build relationships
among participants and between worshippers and their deities (Garrett et al., 2013). In the Sikh
tradition of karahprasad, the distribution of a communal sweet dish during worship emphasizes
the Sikh ideal of social equality and connection to others (Hawley, 2014). No matter the religion,
believers have used food, ritual and commensal meals to bond with fellow believers.
People have discussed, written, painted, and filmed on the topic of commensality for
millennia and the shared meal is a central component in philosophy and the arts. The ancient
Greeks believed that eating alone was miserable and caused one to be as base as an animal who
simply fills its stomach (Goodwin, 1871). Plato’s Symposium was literally a feast where men
gathered and discussed philosophical and political issues of the day or recited poetry, a ritual in
which camaraderie, partnerships and alliances were forged (Sutton, 2001). Food is the main
vehicle through which we get to know the protagonist, Leopold Bloom, in Ulysses (Joyce, 2010)
– his cravings, the food he eats, and his meals taken with others define his persona and illuminate
his social sphere. Norman Rockwell’s Freedom from Want (1943) has become a symbol of
family unity and conviviality – commensality’s cousin, concerned with the pleasure derived from
a shared meal (Kerner et al., 2015). More recently, Babette’s Feast (1987) is a film that depicts
how a wonderful, shared meal can heal social divisions and bond people together.
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Psychology and commensality
Food affects emotions and behaviors. Simply put, the quantities and quality of the foods
we eat impact our health and well-being. Therefore, the field of psychology has much to say
about eating – whether we eat as a coping mechanism, the social influence on eating behaviors
and habits, our relationship with food, food as a nutritional requirement, how food regulates our
metabolism and how we think about food. Commensality is generally considered as important
for social bonding, health and well-being. Freud (2010) observed, “To eat and drink with
someone was at the same time a symbol and a confirmation of social community and of the
assumption of mutual obligations” (p. 174).
For the most part, psychology views commensality in a positive light. Evidence suggests
that most people prefer to eat with others rather than alone (Salvy et al., 2007) and may even
consider a solitary meal as highly undesirable (Pliner & Bell, 2009). A major part of quotidian
life, food sharing is intimate and a source of pleasure (Rozin, 1999). Commensality is commonly
found to be enjoyable, since it enables socializing and is often a way to commemorate special
occasions (Warde & Martens, 2000) and an important aspect of commensality is conviviality –
the pleasure of sharing meals with significant people (Phull et al., 2015).
There have been a limited number of empirical studies on the sharing of food, yet Miller,
Fiske and Rozin (1998) found that observing others sharing food communicates a positive and
sometimes intimate social relationship. Likewise, two subsequent studies (Alley, 2012; Erwin et
al., 2002) found that commensality connotes closeness. Further, eating triggers the
parasympathetic system and releases endorphins, which promote bonding (Cohen et al., 2010).
Dunbar (2017) demonstrated a link between commensality and social bonding and suggests that
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eating together may positively impact mental and physical health both directly and indirectly by
expanding an individual’s social networks.
What about the negative side of commensality? First, in modern society, there are many
factors that encourage solitary eating (Fischler, 2011; Sobal & Nelson, 2003), including dietary
restrictions, aversions, introversion and ideological differences (Fischler, 2013), and make
commensality difficult to achieve. Second, not all meals are pleasant; they can trigger negative
emotions or even conflict (Giacoman, 2016). Third, meals can be exclusionary, and therefore
cause stress. Shared meals communicate the notion that those dining together belong to a group
with a shared identity and sets them apart from those not present or who do not share the meal
(Fischler, 2011). Fourth, differences in hierarchy, position and power within a commensal group
may lead to issues and tension among its members. Can there still be a positive benefit despite
these obstacles?
Not enough research has been done to ascertain whether the connection between
commensality and bonding or commensality and well-being is correlational or causal.

The family meal
The most studied aspect of commensality is the family meal, as families are the most
fundamental commensal units (Charles & Kerr, 1990); most of the work has focused on the
frequency of family meals per week and the impact of family meals on nutritional health
(Scander et al., 2021). Family meals are recognized as a key ingredient to socializing children
and shaping them into competent members of society (Ochs & Shohet, 2006). A recent metaanalysis of family meals and health showed that there is compelling data suggesting that family
meals may be associated with better nutritional health of children and impact their meal
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frequency in the future (Dallacker et al., 2018). Other studies suggest possible health correlates
such as emotional well-being (Eisenberg et al., 2004; Harrison et al., 2015), nutritional health
and outcomes (Berge et al., 2021; Eisenberg et al., 2004; Robson et al., 2020), higher
consumption of fruits and vegetables (Cooke et al., 2004), and reduced engagement in high-risk
activities (Skeer & Ballard, 2013). Research suggests that regular family meals may enhance the
sense of connectedness and family identity experienced by mothers of young children (Evans &
Rodger, 2008).
The family meal, and not merely the act of eating, may foster a protective effect, though a
causal device has not yet been identified. Although mealtimes are not always pleasant, they do
provide a sense of belonging (Absolom & Roberts, 2011; Dorrer et al., 2010; Hunt et al., 2011).
This commensal activity creates an opportunity for face-to-face, ongoing communication. It is a
venue for members of the family to come together and share feelings, ideas or just a description
of their day (Absolom & Roberts, 2011; Kaplan, 2000). Regular mealtimes can build trust
between family members (Eisenberg et al., 2004), and enhance family cohesion (Giacoman,
2016).
The mechanisms underpinning how the family meal is correlated with positive outcomes
has not yet been revealed by empirical research. Although these studies found associations in the
relationship between family meals and positive physical and mental health outcomes, they
consisted mostly of self-report measures. The results are mostly observational, qualitative, and
correlational – not causal. A recent systematic review highlighted the lack of causal evidence
linking family meals and health and well-being outcomes and underscored the need for
intervention studies (Middleton et al., 2020). Further studies in the field of commensality for
well-being should include interventions. Possible questions include: Do family meals make a
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difference at all – with or without sharing food? Does sharing the same food make a difference in
the closeness family members feel? Does eating together make family members feel more
bonded than do other activities? What is the ideal frequency of family meals to create strong
bonds in the family? Does mealtime provide a setting for parents to look at their children and
notice changes (especially negative ones) before negative mental or physical health patterns
emerge? Do family meals have to be pleasant to have the beneficial impact of creating strong
bonds between family members?

Commensality to build relationships
Recent research suggests that the size and quality of one’s social network has a
substantial impact on one’s health, susceptibility to illness (and even death), wellbeing and
happiness (Fowler & Christakis, 2008; Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010; Holtzman et al., 2004). Shared
activities, like dance and exercise, can lead to an enhanced sense of bonding between the people
doing the activities possibly because they trigger the endorphin system in the brain that
underpins primate social bonding (Hawkes, 1992). Since endorphins are involved in the control
of feeding (Hawkes, 1992), the very fact of eating might itself trigger the endorphin system and
promote bonding, so eating socially may lead to the same kind of enhanced endorphin effects
from behavioral synchronizing that have been noted in physical exercise (Cohen et al., 2010). It
is possible that people who eat often with others may have larger social networks, be happier and
more satisfied with their lives, and engage more with their communities.
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The Workplace
Issues in the workplace
“How we spend our days is, of course, how we spend our lives.” – Annie Dillard (2007, p. 32)

Most adults spend the bulk of their waking time on earth at work – on average 90,000
hours, which is about a third of their lives (Hamermesh et al., 2005). Work is one of the main
forums in which people can derive a sense of accomplishment (Lysova et al., 2019), create their
social identity (Pfeffer, 2003) and can be a center of social activity (Cardador & Rupp, 2013).
Indeed, Pfeffer (2003) claims that “many people seek not only competence and mastery in their
work but also to do work that has some social meaning or social value” (p. 6). Recent
discussions on careers and the future of work increasingly highlight the importance of making
work meaningful as a way to engage employees (Lysova et al., 2019). Positive relationships at
work create a sense of belonging and a stronger sense of social identity (Rosso et al., 2010).
Further, day-to-day interactions with co-workers are central to employees building meaning into
their work (Wrzesniewski et al., 2003). A strong work culture that fosters well-being has been
shown to positively impact financial performance of any given company (Flamholtz, 2001)
Employees are often an organization’s most precious resource. Unfortunately, the most
dedicated, hard-working people may burn out fastest (Maslach & Leiter, 2007). Work deadlines,
social calendars, family obligations, relationship stress, poor nutrition and a variety of other
factors vie for attention. The resulting mental stress, otherwise known as burnout, manifests in
physical symptoms including, but not limited to, chronic fatigue, insomnia, lack of focus,
increased irritability, pessimism, lack of productivity, apathy and increased illness (Maslach &
Leiter, 2007). For the worker, this mental stress is the antithesis of well-being. This decreased
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productivity can translate into missed opportunities for advancement, lack of growth, and
stagnation (Maslach & Leiter, 2007).
Employee burnout also comes at a tremendous cost to managers and companies – from
decreased productivity, at best, to turnover and costly mistakes at worst (Swider & Zimmerman,
2010). The impact on a company’s bottom line is clear – increased healthcare spending, workplace errors and accidents, absenteeism and turnover mean that organizations accumulate costs
that are preventable (Maslach & Leiter, 2007). Thus, fostering well-being in the workplace can
be good for both the companies and the individuals working within them. One means of
improving employee well-being could be to promote commensality in the workplace.
The issues of burnout and suboptimal performance are particularly potent in the United
States. The pressure for productivity and performance is relentless. Highly effective workers tend
to power through and work for eight straight hours, never leaving the desk or the problems that
need their attention. Due to COVID-19, most office employees now work from home and find
that they work longer hours and are less able to unplug than before the pandemic (Threlkeld,
2021). This work habit is a way to create unmotivated employees who lack vision, innovation,
and creativity. It may seem counter-intuitive but taking breaks boosts productivity (Cooper &
Robertson, 2011).
Breaks are good for the human brain (Taylor, 2005). Indeed, breaks can halt the negative
consequences associated with physical and mental exhaustion and burnout (Henning et al.,
1997). Not all breaks are created equally, however. A cigarette, caffeine or snack break is more
of a coping mechanism, not a true break (Jett & George, 2003), especially if done in solitude. To
recover during a break, employees must mentally detach from job demands and be able to regain
valued resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Humans need to detach from the work and the stress of what
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they are doing to shift their attention, cultivate human connection, gain perspective, clear their
minds to make way for better ideas, decisions, and solutions. Further, collective rest breaks
(breaks in the company of others) are associated with less turnover than breaks spent alone
(Wendsche et al., 2014).
Many American companies suffer from a pervasive “Me” culture, where the welfare of
the organization comes second to the well-being of the individual (Prilleltensky & Prilleltensky,
2021). In these cultures, there is no sense of connection to other workers or the company’s
mission and values; workforce engagement and retention becomes a difficult task.

Relationships in the workplace
Relationships are an important pathway to human flourishing on the individual and
organization levels. High-quality connections are a source of strength and connection that can
build resilience to protect against difficult times (Dutton & Spreitzer, 2014), increase the ability
to think and create (Carmeli et al., 2015), enhance the capacity to adapt and be resilient
(Stephens et al., 2013), and improve levels of performance (Meneghel et al., 2014). Strong
relationships between employees lead to collaboration, camaraderie, productivity, creativity, and
innovation. Workers also feel a stronger sense of loyalty to their colleagues and their company,
find value in their work, and feel a sense of meaning (Prilleltensky & Prilleltensky, 2021).
There are various mechanisms that have been found to enable teamwork among
colleagues such as reciprocity and social exchange (Nahapiet et al., 2005). Synchronous
movement, like walking in unison or even swaying together to music, can trigger a hive switch –
when humans transcend their own concerns and become part of something larger, such as a
group (Haidt et al., 2008). The hive switch is a human adaptation that connects groups, creates
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strong teams, increases productivity, loyalty and social capital (Haidt, 2012). A healthy and
thriving corporate culture requires cooperation and collaboration (Kosfeld & von Siemens,
2011), so identifying other mechanisms to build strong teams is vital to the future of work.

Lunchtime in the workplace
Lunch is too often overlooked as an opportunity to engage employees. Lunchtime occurs
during the workday for most people. When workers step away from their desks in order to share
a meal at a communal table, they get a much needed break and other benefits. Therefore,
commensality at lunch could provide a genuine means to enhance well-being of the individual,
increase bonding, and improve job performance, thereby boosting the bottom line for the
company.
Most managers and leaders focus their team building efforts on distractions – drinks after
work or other off-site activities (Fapohunda, 2013). These options are costly and may not build
the deep relationships that foster positive, collaborative, innovative and creative work
environments. Companies spend an inordinate amount of money on technology and connectivity
solutions, but their workers are disconnected from each other. How much do companies spend on
employee engagement? According to Bersin & Associates, that figure is somewhere between
$720 million to $1.5 billion per year.
A culture that encourages lunchtime commensality does not require a great investment
from the company, just a willingness to allow their employees to take the time needed to regain
their resources and reboot their productivity.
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Lunch as a Positive Psychology Intervention (PPI)
Lunch can be the low-tech solution to a plethora of problems. The best part? It costs
nothing for management to encourage employees to leave their desks in order to sit at a table
with other people. Sharing a meal is an opportunity to slow down, de-stress, catch up, share
stories, teach and learn, and most importantly to bond. Many of us are literally starved for
connections. Food can connect employees to a company’s mission and purpose. Employees who
feel bonded to their team stay longer at the company and are less stressed about the other aspects
of the job, like pay and hours (Maslach & Leiter, 2007).
Mattering – where employees feel valued and can add value – is crucial to create
inclusive, engaged, and successful organizations (Prilleltensky & Prilleltensky, 2021).
Companies that promote a “We” culture of fairness, respect and worthiness are more likely to
thrive (Prilleltensky, 2020). When leaders create a climate of belonging, gratitude and
encouragement, workers gain accountability and a common purpose. Learning opportunities lead
to reflection and innovation, efficacy and productivity. Workers who feel valued have a higher
sense of control, engage more in their work and with their colleagues, feel connected to the
mission of the company and contribute to the success of their organization (Prilleltensky, 2020).
Perhaps the lunch table can be used as a platform to create a “We” culture.
With its emphasis on relationships, strengths, self-efficacy, optimism and resilience,
positive psychology can greatly enhance and shift corporate cultures from a focus on “Me” to
“We,” and change how the people within these organizations function, connect and engage with
their work. Pairing positive psychology with a much-needed lunch break could be a simple
solution that can easily be implemented at any company, no matter how big or small.
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Commensality in the workplace
Commensality research has focused on the family because it has been determined to be
the fundamental commensal unit. Although the family meal may be central to many people’s
quotidian life, eating outside the home is also quite frequent – whether at school, in institutions,
or at work (Grignon, 2001). Co-workers have been found to be secondary commensal partners
after family members and workplace commensality happens almost exclusively at lunch (Sobal
& Nelson, 2003). However, there has been a sharp decline in workplace commensality in the past
40 years.
The infrequent nature of co-workers eating together may be due to time constraints,
productivity and opportunity costs, or the fact that many American employees use lunchtime to
perform other tasks such as errands or working out (Devine et al., 2003). Unfortunately, most
workers do not dine with their colleagues, despite the large proportion of time they spend at
work (Hochschild, 1997).
The story is vastly different in France, where eating at one’s desk is actually illegal,
according to the French labor code (Bruegel, 2021). Unlike in the United States, the social
dimension of eating is fundamental to the French culture. The lunch break offers down time and
a chance to self-reflect. Commensality gives lunch meaning and imbues a sense of belonging
(Bruegel, 2021). The French believe that eating at one’s desk does not constitute a proper meal at
all. Rather, lunch should be savored with colleagues, and work isn’t generally discussed, or at the
very least, only peripherally. Sadly, a majority of the American workforce who eats lunch does
so at their desk while “connecting” to friends via social media (https://www.fooda.com). How
much does a workplace suffer from their workers feeling disconnected, siloed and not a part of
something bigger?
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Little research has been done to determine the relationship between workplace
commensality and performance, bonding, or well-being. Most studies focus on artificial or offsite activities. However, Kniffin et al. (2015) investigated the potential benefits of commensality
on co-workers’ cooperation and performance. They found that firefighters who eat meals
together have better group job performance compared with firefighter teams who dine separately.
They propose that the intimacy of the shared meal spills over into the work and acts as a social
glue to bind co-workers together (Kniffin et al., 2015).
Sharing a meal with others can create a sense of community and promote a collaborative
and connected environment. At the lunch table, workers can potentially build camaraderie, foster
deep relationships, break down silos, share different perspectives, brainstorm with someone from
a different background, understand the company from a different angle, gain new channels of
support, and open up the space for collaboration, innovation and productivity.

The Current Study

Introduction
Breaking bread together/sharing meals has long been assumed to be a building block in
human relationships. Few researchers have operationalized or measured whether commensality
builds high quality connections or fosters relationships. Does the sharing of food make people
feel closer, have deeper conversations, like and understand each other more? There has been very
little research done in this area and we hope to operationalize and measure whether
commensality (eating together) builds interpersonal regard.
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Prior research has focused on commensality’s impact on physical health outcomes, but
less so on its psychological impact. The research that has investigated the psychological impact
of commensality includes Woolley and Fishbach’s (2017; 2019) studies showing that sharing
food promotes cooperation and trust and the study done by Dunbar (2017) that found causal
pathways from commensality to bond building.
I wanted to find out whether observing people sharing a meal leads to enhanced
perceptions of their interpersonal regard. Although the original intent was to study whether
commensal meals affect interpersonal bonding, limitations due to the pandemic and time
constrainsts have led us to instead create this third person study that asks a related question: do
observers perceive two people who share a meal as liking each other more than two people who
do not?

Hypothesis
Specifically, I am testing the hypothesis that a third party observer perceives a closer
relationship between two people in a business setting who eat commensally than two people in a
business setting who do not eat commensally. It was expected that dyads who shared a meal
would be perceived as closer and as having greater regard for one another than would dyads who
had a meeting without food. Further, dyads who also talked about the food they were eating were
expected to be perceived as having a closer bond than those who shared a meal but didn’t talk
about the food. I tested this hypothesis using a between subjects design in which participants
viewed a mixed-sex pair of adult actors and listened to an audio clip of their meeting dialogue.
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Method
The participants for this randomized controlled study were 273 full- and part-time
workers. There were 128 female, 142 male, and 3 non-binary office workers ranging in age from
18 to 68 (M = 35.8; sd = 10.9) years. They worked in a variety of industries and in a variety of
positions. The most common professions: teacher, IT worker and sales; and the most common
industry was the technology sector (see Appendix A).
All the participants were enlisted via Prolific, a company that specializes in recruiting
study participants for research, using two inclusion criteria – 1) they must be fluent in English,
and 2) they must work full- or part-time or about to re-enter full- or part-time work. The
participant all gave informed consent (see Appendix B) and received a nominal fee in exchange
for participating.

Materials and experimental conditions
The video clip presented to the participants showed one of two different static images
(depending on the participant’s condition) of a man and a woman seated at a round table with
papers, pads and pens. The first image, presented to the control group (CG), showed the dyad
talking to each other (see Appendix C). The second image, presented to both experimental
groups (EG1 and EG2), showed the dyad talking to each other while also sharing food – talking
while taking food from common dishes unto their individual plates (see Appendix C). The
control group (CG) and first experimental group (EG1) heard the same audio clip (transcript in
Appendix D). The second experimental group (EG2) heard the same audio clip as the other two
groups with an additional chat about the food being shared inserted at the beginning of the
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conversation (transcript in Appendix D). All three groups were asked to keep the following in
mind about the dyad:
1)

They have never met before

2)

They have been tasked with working together on a new project

3)

The photo was taken during the course of their meeting

The experimental groups were informed that the lunch in the photo was provided by the
company.
The measures can be found in Appendix E. The main dependent variables consisted of
nine questions intended to assess participants’ perception of the level of regard the two pictured
people have for each other. These questions were based on those found in two existing measures
of relationship quality: the Measure of Interpersonal Attraction scale (McCroskey et al., 2006)
and Brueller and Carmeli’s (2011) Measure of High-Quality Relationships (HQRs). All three
groups were asked to respond to the same nine questions on a seven-point Likert scale; all using
the same scale (-3 – Strongly disagree -2 – Disagree -1 – Somewhat disagree 0 – Neither agree
nor disagree 1 – Somewhat agree 2 – Agree 3 – Strongly agree) except question #7 (3 – Very
much 2 – Somewhat 1 – A little 0 – Neutral -1 – Not much -2 – Somewhat disliked -3 – Not at
all).:
•

(#1) “These people could be friends.”

•

(#2) “These people seem to have no problem expressing their feelings toward
each other.”

•

(#3) “They seem to be open to new ideas from their teammates.”

•

(#4) “These team members could probably overcome interpersonal conflicts.”

•

(#5) “They seem to trust each other. ”
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•

(#6) “These two did not seem to like each other.”

•

(#7) “How much did these two people enjoy their interaction?”

•

(#8) “They are interested in one another. ”

•

(#9) “They seem energized.”

Procedure
Participants were recruited by Prolific and completed the study remotely. From Prolific,
participants were directly routed to the survey link in Qualtrics, where they completed a consent
form on their computer screen. Once they agreed to participate in the study, they were randomly
assigned into the three groups: the control group (CG), experimental group 1 (EG1) and
experimental group 2 (EG2).
Each group watched a video which consisted of a static image with a simultaneous audio
clip of a conversation, as described above. After watching the video, participants moved into the
survey which was divided into two parts. On the first page, all three groups were asked to answer
the questions (see Appendix E) about their perception of the level of regard the two pictured
people have for each other. There was one attention check question to make sure participants
were not just clicking randomly. The study took an average of four and a half minutes for each
subject to complete and was done within the span of a day, on July 11, 2022.

Results
There were nine variables describing assessments of the scenarios. For eight of the
variables, higher scores represented more positive responses. For one variable, the opposite was
the case and this item was reverse scored. We created a combined variable which was the mean
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of the nine variables for each subject. There were no missing values. Means can be found in
Table 2.
A one-way ANOVA was calculated for each of the nine individual items (and the
combined variable), with group as the factor. Only one item (question 7: How much did these
people enjoy their interaction?) showed a significant effect, F (2,269) = 3.874 (p=.022). The
means were: CG = 1.70; EG1 = 1.67; EG2 2.05. A Tukey post hoc test indicated that EG2>EG1
(p=.033) and EG2>C (marginally significant at p<.06). Although none of the other ítems showed
a significant effect, it should be noted that EG1 was higher than C for two of the nine variables;
EG2 was higher than C for four of the nine variables; and EG2 was higher than EG1 for seven of
the nine variables.
Table 2. Mean responses, F- and p- values for perceived relationship quality items
Variable
CMean
EG1Mean EG2Mean F
p
(#1)Friends
1.03
1.13
1.27
1.163
(#2)Expressing
1.51
1.34
1.48
.563
(#3)Newideas
2.36
2.24
2.32
.703
(#4)Overcome
1.69
1.60
1.74
.594
(#5)Trust
1.64
1.62
1.54
.349
(#6)Nolikereverse 2.24
2.13
2.15
0.410
(#7) Enjoyint
1.70
1.67
2.05
3.874
.022
(#8)Interested
1.65
.88
.85
.925
(#9)Energized
1.56
1.59
1.68
.394
Combined
1.60
1.58
1.68
.591

Discussion
I began with the hypothesis that sharing food builds high quality connections and/or
relationships, which in turn lead to well-being. Due to time constraints and limitations generated
by the COVID-19 pandemic, social distancing, and closure of offices, I pivoted this study from
an in-person intervention to an online (over Zoom) intervention to a third person questionnaire.
Therefore, my hypothesis became narrower and shifted slightly. Specifically, it was hypothesized
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that a third-party observer perceives a closer relationship between two people in a business
setting who eat commensally than two people in a business setting who do not eat commensally.
The results of this study are ultimately inconclusive. With the exception of one item,
there was no effect of commensality on the perceived quality of an interpersonal relationship.
Likely, this is due to several factors – the types of questions participants were asked may not
have been the proper measurement for bonding, it was difficult to find a control for a lunch
meeting, and the between subject design made it impossible for participants to compare the
scenarios and type of relationship between the people in the pictures.
Future studies should attempt to determine whether eating is more potent than other types
of activities in promoting bonding. Few, if any, experimental studies have been done in this
area. First person studies (not third person observer studies like the ones reported here) would be
a giant step forward in understanding what it is about commensality that influences relationships
and bonds, what kind of methods can be used to measure relationship-building via commensality
and whether lunch can really be a positive psychology intervention to foster relationships, build
bonds, enhance productivity and reduce burnout in the workplace. Does commensality have any
impact on relationships compared to no activity? And is eating more potent when it comes to
bonding than other activities?
There has been little research on how commensality impacts well-being in general, and
relationships more specifically. Very few studies have been experimental – as a result, research
cannot distinguish between causation and correlation. Further research is needed along many
different paths, especially methodology to identify causality. Once we can show that
commensality has an impact on relationships, we can try to understand what the mechanism is,
and what moderators might exist. Further questions to ask: What aspects of commensality impact
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the building of relationships and bonds? Does a meal need to be pleasant for well-being benefits
to be extracted? Does food sharing further enhance any effect of commensality, and what is the
control for this? Are people who share food closer to one another? With very little research done
thus far on this topic, there is an opening for a whole new field of study.
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Appendix A
List of Participant Occupations
Table 1. Percentage of participants per job title
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% of Total
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Assistant Professor
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Author

1

0%
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Benefits Administration Assoc.

2

1%

Branch Manager

1

0%

Budget Analyst

1

0%

Business Director, Pharmaceutical Industry
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Hospital Transport
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Construction
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1%
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Construction management
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1

0%

Finance

3

1%

Financial Analyst

2

1%

Financial Representative

1

0%

Fire Lieutenant

1

0%

Floor Supervisor

1

0%

Florist

1

0%

Food Services

3

1%

Freelancer

3

1%

Freelance Artist

1

0%

Front Desk Manager

1

0%

Game Developer

1

0%

General manager

1

0%

Government

1

0%

Grants Administrator

1

0%

Hair stylist/owner

2

1%

health and fitness professional

1

0%

56

Health Care

4

1%

Help Desk Supervisor

1

0%

Higher Ed Admin

2

1%

Home Renovator

1

0%

Housekeeper

1

0%

Industrial Engineer

1

0%

Instrument Technician

1

0%

Insurance Advisor

1

0%

Insurance Manager

1

0%

Intramural Sports Supervisor

1

0%

Inventory staff

1

0%

Investor

1

0%

IT

14

4%

Janitor

1

0%

Lab Manager

1

0%

Landscaper

1

0%

Lead Software Engineer

1

0%

Learning Experience Designer

1

0%

Leasing Specialist

1

0%

Legal Assistant

2

1%

Level Designer

1

0%

Librarian

4

1%

Licensed Drone Pilot

1

0%

Lighting Designer and Technician

1

0%

Manager

8

2%

Manufacturing

1

0%

Maps Analyst

1

0%

Marketing

2

1%

Material Requirements Planning Supervisor

1

0%

Medical Lab Scientist

1

0%

Medical Lab Technologist

1

0%

Medication Aide

1

0%

Mental Health Case Manager

1

0%

Military

1

0%

MTurk / Prolific worker

1

0%

Musician/Music Teacher

1

0%

Nanny

1

0%

Network Admin

1

0%

Network Services Consultant

1

0%

Nurse

2

1%

Nurse case manager

1

0%

Occupational Therapist

1

0%

Office Assistant

2

1%

Office Manager

2

1%

Operations Manager

1

0%
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Operator

1

0%

Paralegal

2

1%

Partner of a small business

1

0%

PCA Homemaker ILS certified

1

0%

Personal assistant

1

0%

PhD Researcher, Finance

1

0%

PhD student

1

0%

Photographer

1

0%

Physical Therapy Clinic Manager

2

1%

Portfolio Manager

1

0%

Principal Coordinator

1

0%

Print Support

1

0%

Produce Department Lead/Retail

1

0%

Product Manager

1

0%

Production Manager

1

0%

Production Music Composer

1

0%

Program Analyst

1

0%

Project Engineer

1

0%

Project Manager

2

1%

Purchasing Director

1

0%

QA Specialist

3

1%

Receptionist

1

0%

Recruiter at a University

1

0%

Rehabilitation Aide

1

0%

Research Engineer, Sciences

1

0%

Research Manager

1

0%

Residential Counselor

1

0%

Retail Worker

5

1%

Sales

11

3%

Salon Manager

1

0%

School psychologist

1

0%

Scientific Researcher

1

0%

Scientist

1

0%

Search Engine Analyst

1

0%

Secretary

1

0%

Self Employed

4

1%

Senior Analyst

1

0%

Senior Casting Producer

1

0%

Server

3

1%

Service Associate

1

0%

Shipping/Operations

1

0%

Social Assistance

1

0%

Social Media Evaluator

1

0%

Social Media Manager

2

1%

Social Worker

1

0%
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Software Developer

4

1%

Software Engineer

9

3%

Special Ed Coordinator

1

0%

Speech Pathologist

1

0%

Sr Business Analyst

1

0%

Stocker Associate

1

0%

Store Manager

1

0%

Strength Coach

1

0%

Supervisor

2

1%

Sustaining Engineer

1

0%

System Administrator

1

0%

Systems Analyst

1

0%

Systems Dept Manager

1

0%

Systems Engineer

2

1%

Tax Preparer

1

0%

16

5%

Tech

2

1%

Tech support

4

1%

Transcriptionist

4

1%

Truck Driver

1

0%

Tutor

7

2%

Veterinarian

1

0%

Warehouse

4

1%

Wares Processor

1

0%

Web Search Analyst

1

0%

Website Administrator

1

0%

Welder

2

1%

Teacher
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Appendix B
Consent Forms
Consent Form - Control Group

Meeting at Work Study Protocols

We are interested in understanding the perception a third party (you) has of two people when
they meet each other for the first time in a business setting. You will be presented with a photo of
two people accompanied by an audio recording of a small part of their conversation. Please keep
in mind that:
1) They have never met before
2) They have been tasked with working together on a new project
3) The photo was taken during the course of their meeting
After you have had a few moments to look at the image and read the transcript, we will ask you
to fill out a short questionnaire. The entire study should take less than ten minutes.
Please know that your answers will remain confidential and only the research team will have
access to the results of your questionnaire.
Thank you for participating.
If you consent to do what we just described, please click here: _____
Michal Levison, MAPP
University of Pennsylvania
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Consent Form – Experimental Groups

Meeting at Work Study Protocols

We are interested in understanding the perception a third party (you) has of two people when
they meet each other for the first time in a business setting. You will be presented with a photo of
two people accompanied by an audio recording of a small part of their conversation. Please keep
in mind that:
1)
2)
3)
4)

They have never met before
They have been tasked with working together on a new project
The lunch was provided by the company
The photo was taken during the course of their meeting

After you have had a few moments to look at the image and read the transcript, we will ask you
to fill out a short questionnaire. The entire study should take less than ten minutes.
Please know that your answers will remain confidential and only the research team will have
access to the results of your questionnaire.
Thank you for participating.
If you consent to do what we just described, please click here: _____
Michal Levison, MAPP
University of Pennsylvania
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Appendix C
Photos used in the Study
Shown to control group:

Shown to both experimental groups:
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Appendix D
Transcripts of Audio Clips
Transcript used for control (CG) and experimental group 1 (EG1):
Female: OK, so let’s jump into our agenda, here. We need to cover marketing strategy,
implementation and budget.
Male: Great. Before we get started, I have a quick question for you regarding project
management software. The software I'm using now (Active Collab) is working great for
keeping track of projects internally but it's not working as optimally as I was hoping for
clients to use.
Female: What exactly do you need it to do?
Male: It needs to be a central place where clients can see the status of where we are in their
project(s). For a number of clients, I have various projects going at various stages. It also
needs to be able to assign specific tasks to individual people on the client side. And,
ideally, it’s a place to upload creative concepts and a way for clients to be able to
approve and/or add comments to.
Female: I love Notion. Give it a try!
Male: Thank you, I will check out Notion! Is there much training needed on the client side or is
it intuitive enough for them to use out of the gate?
Female: You’ll need to give them a little bit of training. Though there are tons of free videos to
onboard, so that should make things easier.
Male: I appreciate it. OK, let’s talk about the digital strategy. I understand you have the
integrated multichannel plan in place. We should talk about the 90 day plan – how do
you want to approach the next 3 month cycle?
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Female: I think we need to determine which way to focus our efforts – webinars seem to really
engage consumers and educate them at the same time. I think an ebook would really
enhance this offering and give people something tangible to walk away with. It can also
drive more consumer engagement.

Transcript used for experimental group 2 (EG2):
Male: You have to try this salad – it’s so good!
Female: It looks so fresh. Try the bread! It tastes homemade and its still warm.
Male: The food is great today. And every week.
Female: I love that we have these free lunch Fridays! It’s a great perk, especially since the food
is delicious and nutritious.
Male: Agreed! I love the food selection.
Female: OK, so let’s jump into our agenda, here. We need to cover marketing strategy,
implementation and budget.
Male: Great. Before we get started, I have a quick question for you regarding project
management software. The software I'm using now (Active Collab) is working great for
keeping track of projects internally but it's not working as optimally as I was hoping for
clients to use.
Female: What exactly do you need it to do?
Male: It needs to be a central place where clients can see the status of where we are in their
project(s). For a number of clients, I have various projects going at various stages. It also
needs to be able to assign specific tasks to individual people on the client side. And,
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ideally, it’s a place to upload creative concepts and a way for clients to be able to
approve and/or add comments to.
Female: I love Notion. Give it a try!
Male: Thanks, I’ll check it out! OK, let’s talk about the digital strategy. I understand you have
the integrated multichannel plan in place. We should talk about the 90 day plan – how
do you want to approach the next 3 month cycle?
Female: I think we need to determine which way to focus our efforts – webinars seem to really
engage consumers, and educate them at the same time. I think an ebook would really
enhance this offering, give people something tangible to walk away with and drive more
consumer engagement.
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Appendix E
Survey questionnaire
The following questions will give us a sense of demographics:
1. What is your age in years?
2. What is your gender?
3. What is your job/profession?

The following questions are concerned with the scenario you viewed/heard:
1. These people could be friends.
1 – Strongly disagree 2 – Disagree 3 – Somewhat disagree 4 – Neither agree nor disagree 5 –
Somewhat agree 6 – Agree 7 – Strongly agree
2. These people seem to have no problem expressing their feelings toward each other.
1 – Strongly disagree 2 – Disagree 3 – Somewhat disagree 4 – Neither agree nor disagree 5 –
Somewhat agree 6 – Agree 7 – Strongly agree
3. They seem to be open to new ideas from their teammates.
1 – Strongly disagree 2 – Disagree 3 – Somewhat disagree 4 – Neither agree nor disagree 5 –
Somewhat agree 6 – Agree 7 – Strongly agree
4. These team members could probably overcome interpersonal conflicts.
1 – Strongly disagree 2 – Disagree 3 – Somewhat disagree 4 – Neither agree nor disagree 5 –
Somewhat agree 6 – Agree 7 – Strongly agree
5. They seem to trust each other.
1 – Strongly disagree 2 – Disagree 3 – Somewhat disagree 4 – Neither agree nor disagree 5 –
Somewhat agree 6 – Agree 7 – Strongly agree
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6. These two did not seem to like each other.
1 – Strongly disagree 2 – Disagree 3 – Somewhat disagree 4 – Neither agree nor disagree 5 –
Somewhat agree 6 – Agree 7 – Strongly agree
7. How much did these two people enjoy their interaction?
1 – Very much 2 – Somewhat 3 – A little 4 – Neutral 5 – Not much 6 – Somewhat disliked
7 – Not at all
8. They are interested in one another.
1 – Strongly disagree 2 – Disagree 3 – Somewhat disagree 4 – Neither agree or disagree 5 –
Somewhat agree 6 – Agree 7 – Strongly agree
9. They seem energized.
1 – Strongly disagree 2 – Disagree 3 – Somewhat disagree 4 – Neither agree or disagree 5 –
Somewhat agree 6 – Agree 7 – Strongly agree

